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Background 

UC Davis – Shelter Dog Rescue Project - 1998 



Background 



Animal 
Outcomes? 

Where are we 
now at YCAS? 

D 

C 

B 

A 

Initial step - standardize and analyze current 
animal intakes and outcomes 

Need seen to further explore “ideal” recommended 
programming and staffing 

Initial consult in 2012 revealed potential cost 
savings through change in structure 

Concerns about animal outcomes at YCAS led 
to initial consult 2012 

Initial 
Consult 

Ideal 
Programming 
and Staffing? 



Initial Consult 

Overall euthanasia rate in 2010 to 2011 (for dogs and cats) found to be approximately 49%.  

Dog euthanasia rate:  28.6% Cat euthanasia rate:  69% 

Data at that time was not being shared with the public. 

This led to mistrust and speculation. This made it difficult to assess YCAS in 
comparison to other similar agencies. 

Data being produced was not standardized and error checked. 

Led to some difficulties in comparing to other 
agencies. 

Led to some difficulties in interpreting 
findings. 

Initial Consult – to explore animal outcomes/potential improvements in YCAS structure. 

Performed Summer 2012 Used animal intakes and outcomes data from 
Fiscal 2010 to 2011 (and historical) 



Current Stage 

• UC Davis Koret Shelter Medicine Program/LAFCO Consult on recommended programming and staffing 
for YCAS based on best practices within the animal sheltering industry. 

• Exploring what programming and services, that should be provided by a public animal shelter, would most 
benefit our community – Yolo County. 

• Including explore the particular challenges and demographics of our county that need to be addressed by 
animal services. 

Current stage in development and improvement of YCAS 

• What outcomes is YCAS currently achieving. 
• Which current programs are most successful, which programs are facing challenges. 

Question 1 – Where is YCAS now? 

• What staffing levels, funding and processes are currently being used. 

Question 2 – What resources does YCAS currently have? 

• What staffing levels, funding and processes would be needed to achieve better results. 
• The study will involve looking at the industry as a whole and key factors for success in general, as well as 

focusing on comparable agencies, facing similar challenges as YCAS, that are successful. 

Queston 3 – What resources would be needed to improve results? 

• The result of this study will be a set of recommendations and options for what programs and services 
would lead to the best outcomes for the community. 

• The next step will be for the county to determine how they can best achieve this – exploring organizational 
structure options. 

Result of this study – recommendations for programming and staffing. 



The Value of Current, 
Accurate Data 

Why is it important to look at current, accurate data? 

• We need to know where YCAS is now, at the end of fiscal year 2012 to 2013. 
• We need to include in our analysis newer programs at YCAS that are having some success 

and include them in ongoing recommended programming. 

Most importantly, we need to not lose sight of the fact that this process 
started with concerns about animal outcomes. 
• Whatever the future of YCAS is, we would like to make sure that in the future outcomes 

continue to improve. 
• We need to know our starting point – now – to ensure we have a baseline for future 

comparison. 
• In 12 months, 24 months, 36 months, we’ll want to be able to look back at outcomes at the end 

of Fiscal 2012-2013 and make sure there have been improvements. 



Analyzing the Data 

Why is 
this so 

difficult? 



It’s an Industry-Wide 
Problem 

• Most shelters are currently computerized (some still aren’t). 
• There is still great variety in what data is collected, how and how it is categorized. 

Data analysis is an industry-wide problem within the sheltering industry. 

• Chameleon Shelter Management Software has some standardized reporting 
features (used by approximately 350 shelters) 

• ASPCA Dashboard Model is in use by some groups of shelters (including a 
Sacramento area group). 

• Asilomar Accords Model is in use by some shelters. 

There are some standardized systems available gaining wider acceptance. 

Variation does make it difficult to gather data and analyze across organizations. 

• Historically most shelters did not report/share their data with the public. 
• More shelters are moving toward increasing transparency. 
• This is made easier by internet accessibility of posted data. 

Data transparency is gaining ground in the industry. 
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Need to 
standardize 
how data is 
collected, 
analyzed and 
reported. 
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Share shelter 
data and 
statistics.  Raw 
numbers and 
also key 
parameters. 
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Use the data 
collected and 
reported to 
analyze 
performance 
and improve 
performance 
over time. 



Local Examples 
of Data Sharing 

More local shelters are reporting 
and sharing their statistics. 

Most shelters are finding posting 
data on their shelter website is the 
best way to share with the public. 

Some share through posting annual 
reports or by participating in a 

collaborative effort. 

Some local shelters have not yet 
transitioned to data sharing and 
data is only available through 3rd 

parties, may or may not be accurate 
and may be out of date. 

• Some share raw data only. 
• Some share only specific 

information to help promote 
programming. 

• City of Sacramento Animal 
Services 

• Sacramento County Animal 
Care and Regulation 

• Sacramento SPCA 

• Solano Animal Services 



Sacramento City 



 



 



 



 



























Comment on 
Reporting Style 

Analysis a little more difficult 
as no assessment. 

Leaves open to interpretation 
and could lead to errors in 

analysis based on individual 
analyzing. 

Good that raw data 
is available. 



Dog Euthanasia Rate Cat Euthanasia Rate Average Euthanasia Rate Dogs and Cats
2010 62% 85% 74%
2011 63% 77% 70%
2012 48% 46% 47%
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City of Sacramento Animal Services 
Euthanasia Rate as Simple Euthanasia/Intakes Per Year 

For Years 2010, 2011 and 2012 
(NOTE:  Average for Dogs and Cats is not weighted by number of intakes per species – simple average only) 











Comment on 
Reporting Style 

Most recent data available on SCACR website. 

Provides raw intake and outcome numbers.  
Some (minimal) filtering is likely applied. 

Provides percent change across periods being 
compared for that specific intake or outcome type. 

Does not provide any analysis of rates that many 
shelters are trying to track and analyze at this time. 

Again leaves open to interpretation by individual receiving 
information. 



Dog Euthanasia Rate Cat Euthanasia Rate Average Euthanasia Rate Dogs and Cats
2011 39% 74% 57%
2012 34% 64% 49%
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Sacramento County Animal Care and Regulation 
Euthanasia Rate as Simple Euthanasia/Intakes Per Year - including Owner Euthanasia Request 

For First 8 Months of Years 2011 and 2012 (January 1 to August 31) 



Sacramento SPCA 

 



Sacramento SPCA 

 



• This is the organization’s annual report. 
• This allows highlighting of specific programs and 

accomplishments. 
• Not currently reporting raw shelter data on their 

own website. 
• They instead report as part of a Sacramento 

group through ASPCA Dashboard. 

Comment on 
Reporting Style 



Solano Animal Services 

 



• This is 3rd party reporting. 
• Data is out of date and may or may 

not be accurate. 
• Makes it difficult for the public to 

know current status of animal 
sheltering in their community. 

Comment on 
Reporting Style 



Sacramento 
Partners 

Dashboard Model of Reporting ASPCA 
• Allows groups/communities of shelters to report a cumulative total for their 

community. 
• Data is not reported by shelter but by community. 
• Data is reported on the ASPCA’s website (this data is not actually shown on any of 

the participating shelter’s private websites at this time). 

A Group of Sacramento Shelters do Participate Sacramento 
• City of Sacramento Animal Services 
• Sacramento County Animal Care and Regulation 
• Sacramento SPCA 
• Happy Tails Sanctuary 

Provides a Lot of Raw Data and Analysis The Good 
• This system reports a lot of raw data and analysis. 
• The 4 participating shelters have their data lumped together. 
• Does not allow for analysis of a particular shelter’s performance. 
• Does provide a good snapshot of how the community is doing as a whole 



 











Comments on 
Reporting Style 

• Not to the level seen in some other styles like Sac City 
and Sac County reporting on their websites. 

Provides some raw data. 

• This allows easy analysis over time without need for 
individual interpretation and calculations. 

Provides some interpretation of data. 

• Because data is cumulative for community is more 
difficult to analyze a specific facility. 

Does not allow individual organization 
analysis. 



Asilomar Accords Style 



Comments on 
Reporting Style 

• But data is reported yearly so more difficult to monitor for trends. 

Provides some raw data. 

• Data is highly filtered to Asilomar style where each shelter determines 
what they feel is “untreatable/unrehabilitatable” vs 
“treatable/rehabilitatable” 

Data is filtered. 

• Calculations of vital parameters are not included in the report itself 
and are left open to calculation using subtotals the report produces. 

Calculations of vital parameters not included. 



The Issues 

Shelters use different systems to collect data. 
• Different shelters may use different intake and outcome categories. 

Shelters use different reporting methods. 
• Some report only raw data. 
• Some include some calculations. 
• Some produce only highly filtered reports for the public. 

Variety in calculations of vital parameters. 
• To assess performance and trends it is important to use raw data to determine vital 

parameters that can be monitored and analyzed over time. 
• There is variety in how each shelter does this internally. 
• As long as raw data is provided and explanation of what calculations are being 

performed is provided, any shelter’s data can be used appropriately.  



YCAS Goals of 
Data Analysis 

• To provide accurate raw data our database must be standardized and used 
appropriately. 

Goal 1:  Provide accurate raw data. 

• A relatively new goal at YCAS is to share our statistics with the public. 
• The shelter is a reflection of our community and the community needs to be 

able to see what it looks like if we ever expect the community to help the 
shelter or for the plight of animals in our community to improve. 

Goal 2:  Report raw data to public to ensure transparency. 

• Vital parameters are defined by your area of interest. 
• At this time there are certain vital parameters we are monitoring closely and 

analyzing to help improve animal outcomes internally and through the 
UCD/LAFCO Consult. 

• Over time YCAS and others may feel different parameters are more vital and 
should be further scrutinized. 

• As long as the raw data is available anyone can then monitor any parameter 
they feel is important. 

• Parameters presented today are the ones we have been focusing on to 
improve outcomes. 

Goal 3:  Monitor and Analyze Vital Parameters 



The Issues 

Chameleon 
• YCAS Uses 

Chameleon 
Shelter 
Management 
Software. 

Power 
• It is a very 

powerful database 
program. 

Learning 
Curve 

• It can be difficult to 
use appropriately 
to gather accurate 
and important 
data. 

Customizable 
• The program is 

highly 
customizable. 

Training 
• Staff must be 

trained in 
adherence to 
appropriate data 
entry techniques. 



Garbage In, Garbage Out 

We Want to Avoid: 



The Good 

YCAS has been using Chameleon 
since late 2003. 

There is a lot of data available. 

All animals are entered into the 
system as they arrive as an “Intake”. 

All animals get an “Outcome” when 
they leave the shelter.  



The Bad 

Previously discussed lack of industry-wide standardization. 

Previously data entered into the Chameleon system has not been 
routinely checked for errors and corrected. 

Previously some reports have been used without understanding filters in 
place, underlying calculations being made and assumptions in place. 

Previously data has not been reported to the public on a regular basis. 



What Was Done 

Data was reviewed. 
• Primarily focused on Fiscal year 2009 forward (identified as period of greatest recent 

change). 

Data was standardized. 
• Implemented use of intake and outcome categories in most common use in the industry.  

Implemented use of calculations that produce most accurate results for internal analysis. 

Obvious errors were corrected. 
• In most cases this involved entering missing data in sortable fields and correcting 

discrepancies. 

Staff Retraining 
• Staff is being actively retrained in how to use the system to produce meaningful data on an 

ongoing basis. 

Routine Error Checking 
• Data is routinely being error-checked and corrected in real time. 

Data Reporting 
• Data will be reported to the public in a standardized format on a regular basis from this point 

forward. 



A Crash Course in 
“Shelterese” 

• To understand each other we need to speak the 
same language. 

• The animal sheltering industry has a language all 
its own. 

PTS 

RTO TNR 

EA Request 



Intakes and 
Outcomes 

An animal coming 
into the shelter. Intake An animal leaving 

the shelter. Outcome 



Chameleon 



Chameleon 



Chameleon 



Chameleon 



Types of Intakes 

ANIMAL INTAKE TYPES USED AT YCAS 

Abbreviation Full Description Explanation 

BORN IN CR Born in Care Born at the shelter or while under the shelter’s care. 

CONFISCATE  Confiscation 
Entering the shelter as part of a legal confiscation – such as owner arrested, owner evicted, owner 
deceased. 

DISPO REQ Disposal Request Entering the shelter as a deceased animal for appropriate care of animal’s remains. 

EUTH REQ Euthanasia Request  An owned animal whose owner is requesting the service of euthanasia at the shelter. 

FOSTER RET Foster Return Returning from foster care. 

MEDICAL Medical 
Coming into the shelter or being assisted by field services for specific medical care (not commonly 
used). 

NEUTER or OVH Neuter or Ovariohysterectomy Owned animal coming into the shelter specifically for spay/neuter surgery. 

OWNER SUR Owner Surrender Owned animals being surrendered to the shelter by the owner. 

RABIES CON Rabies Confiscate Coming into the shelter for Rabies quarantine due to a bite or scratch. 

RETURN Return Adopted from the shelter and being returned within 30 days. 

STRAY Stray Coming into the shelter with no known owner present at the time of intake. 

TRANSFER Transfer Coming into the shelter from another animal shelter or rescue group. 

YCC REQST Yolo Community Cats Request 
Cats coming into the shelter for spay/neuter surgery to be returned to origin by trapper as part of a 
Trap-Neuter-Return (TNR) program. 



Values Calculated 
from Intakes 

CALCULATED VALUES FROM INTAKES USED AT YCAS 

Category Calculation Explanation 

Intakes–All Sum of all intake types Calculates all intakes of all types and conditions. 

Intakes–Corrected 
(All Intakes) – (RTO With Surrender) – (Foster 
Return) 

Counts all intakes but corrects for animals that will be double 
counted (RTO with Surrender and Foster Return). 

Intakes–Deceased Intake Condition Deceased Counts all animals arriving at the shelter deceased on arrival. 

Live Intakes–Corrected (Intakes-Corrected) – (Intakes-Deceased) 
Counts all animals arriving at the shelter alive, not including 
animals with potential for double counting (as explained above). 

Owner Spay/Neuter Surgery (Neuter) + (OVH) + (YCC Request) 
Counts all animals arriving as owned animals specifically for 
spay/neuter surgery.  Not considered normal shelter animals at 
risk of euthanasia. 

Live Intakes–Corrected–Non-
Spay/Neuter 

(Live Intakes–Corrected) – (Owner Spay/Neuter 
Surgery) 

Counts all live intakes, less double counted, less animals for 
spay/neuter surgery service. 
USED IN MOST INTAKES REPORTING 

Live Intake–Corrected–Non-Spay/Neuter–
not including Owner Euthanasia 
Request  

(Live Intakes–Corrected–Non Spay/Neuter) – 
(Owner Euthanasia Request) 

Counts all live intakes, less double counted, less animals for 
spay/neuter service, less animals for euthanasia service, to most 
accurately reflect shelter animals with a live release option.   



Types of Outcomes 

ANIMAL OUTCOME TYPES USED AT YCAS 

Abbreviation Full Description Explanation 

ADOPTION Adoption Adopted animals. 

DIED Died 
Animals who die while under the shelter’s care – en route to veterinary clinic, under care at a veterinary 
clinic, on-site at the shelter or in foster care .  

DISPOSAL Disposal Animals who arrive deceased for whom care of remains is provided. 

EUTH Euthanized 
Animals who are euthanized while at the shelter or otherwise in shelter’s care, including euthanasia on 
emergency basis at an off-site veterinary clinic due to irremediable suffering  . 

FOSTER Foster Animals temporarily sent to foster care – not a final outcome. 

OWNER SUR Owner Surrender 
Historical term – no longer in use – previously used as outcome to describe RTO With Surrender (see 
below). 

MISSING Missing Animals unable to be located while under the shelter’s care. 

RESCUE Rescue Animals who leave the shelter by going to a rescue group. 

RSN Returned Spay/Neuter 
Animals who came to the shelter as owned animals specifically for spay/neuter surgery and are 
returned to their owners after surgery. 

RTO Returned to Owner 
Animals who are redeemed by their owners from the shelter (who did not come in strictly for 
spay/neuter service). 

RTOWSURNDR RTO With Surrender 
Animals for whom an owner is identified, but instead of redeeming, the owner elects to surrender 
ownership to the shelter or request euthanasia.  This is not a final outcome.  Animal will have an 
additional intake and eventual final outcome as appropriate. 

TRANSFER Transfer Animals who are transferred to a rescue partner animal shelter facility. 

YCC RELEAS Yolo Community Cats Release 
Cats who leave the shelter by being returned to their point of origin by an affiliated rescue group after 
spay/neuter surgery and ear tipping procedures. 



Values Calculated 
from Outcomes 

CALCULATED VALUES FROM OUTCOMES USED AT YCAS 

Category Calculation Explanation 

All with an Outcome Sum of all Outcomes 

Counts all animals that had an outcome during the time period 
analyzed.  Does not include animals still on-site at the end of the 
time period but does include animals that arrived before the time 
period started and left during the time period under consideration.  
Therefore intakes and outcomes for any period of time are not 
expected to be equal. 

Live Intake with an Outcome (All Outcomes) – (Deceased Intakes) 
Counts all animals with an outcome and subtracts animals taken in 
deceased. 

Live Intake with an Outcome-Non-
Spay/Neuter 

(Live Intake with an Outcome) – (Owner 
Spay/Neuter Surgery) 

Counts all animals arriving alive with an outcome and subtracts 
animals that came to the shelter as owned animals for spay/neuter 
surgery. 

Live Intake with a Final Outcome-Non-
Spay/Neuter 

(Live Intake with an Outcome-Non-
Spay/Neuter)  – (Foster) – (RTO With Surrender) 

Counts all animals arriving alive with an outcome, less owner 
spay/neuter animals and subtracts animals with a temporary 
outcome of Foster or RTO with Surrender. 
This can be used to calculate some outcome rates and will include 
animals coming in as Owner Request Euthanasias.   

Live Intake with a Final Outcome-Non-
Spay/Neuter, non-Owner Euthanasia 
Request that were Euthanized 

(Live Intake with a Final Outcome-Non-
Spay/Neuter) – (Owner Euthanasia Request-
Euthanized) 

Counts all animals arriving alive with an outcome, less owner 
spay/neuter animals, less animals with a temporary outcome of 
Foster or RTO with Surrender and subtracts animals brought in by 
an owner as euthanasia request. 
 
This represents animals entering the shelter considered eligible for 
live release/at risk of euthanasia.  This number is used internally to 
calculate most rates of release – total live release, euthanasia and 
various types of live release. 



Values Calculated 
from Outcomes 

CALCULATED VALUES FROM OUTCOMES USED MOST COMMONLY AT YCAS 

Category Calculation Explanation 

Final Live Outcomes 
(Adoption) + (RTO) + (Rescue) + 
(Transfer) + (YCC Release-Non-YCC 
Request) 

Sum of the final live outcome types – Adoption, RTO, 
Rescue, Transfer and YCC Release (not including 
YCC Request cats).  Does not include temporary live 
outcomes of Foster and RTO with surrender 

Live Intakes with a Non-Live 
Outcome-Non-Euthanasia 

(Died) + (Missing) Sum of animals died or missing. 

Live Intakes with a Non-Live 
Outcome 

(Euthanasia) + (Died) + (Missing) 
Sum of animals euthanized, died or missing from the 
shelter for whom a live outcome has not occurred or 
cannot be confirmed. 

Temporary Outcomes (Foster) + (RTO With Surrender) 
Sum of animals temporarily outcomed as Foster or 
RTO With Surrender – these are not final outcomes. 

Euthanized-Non-Owner Request 
Euthanasia 

(Euthanasia) – (Owner Request 
Euthanasia-Euthanized) 

Calculates animals euthanized, not including those 
arriving as Owner Euthanasia Request that were 
euthanized. 

 

 



Vital Parameters 
Outcome Rates 

CALCULATIONS OF RATES USED INTERNALLY AT YCAS 

Category Calculation Explanation 

Live Release Rate 
(Final Live Outcomes)/( Live Intake with a Final 
Outcome-Non-Spay/Neuter, non-Owner 
Euthanasia Request that were Euthanized) 

Percentage of animals with a live release option that were 
released alive (does not include animals presenting for a 
veterinary service or temporary live outcomes). 

Adoption Rate 
(Adoption)/ (Live Intake with a Final Outcome-
Non-Spay/Neuter, non-Owner Euthanasia 
Request that were Euthanized) 

Percentage of animals with a live release option that were 
adopted. 

Rescue/Transfer Rate 
(Rescue+Transfer)/ (Live Intake with a Final 
Outcome-Non-Spay/Neuter, non-Owner 
Euthanasia Request that were Euthanized) 

Percentage of animals with a live release option that were 
rescued/transferred. 

RTO Rate 
(RTO)/ (Live Intake with a Final Outcome-Non-
Spay/Neuter, non-Owner Euthanasia Request that 
were Euthanized) 

Percentage of animals with a live release option that were 
returned to owner as a final outcome. 

Rates of Other Non-Live Release 
(Died+Missing)/ (Live Intake with a Final Outcome-
Non-Spay/Neuter, non-Owner Euthanasia 
Request that were Euthanized) 

Percentage of animals with outcome of died or missing that 
arrived with live release option. 

Euthanasia Rate 

(Euthanized-Non-Owner Request Euthanasia)/ 
( Live Intake with a Final Outcome-Non-
Spay/Neuter, non-Owner Euthanasia Request that 
were Euthanized) 

Percentage of animals with a live release option that were 
euthanized .  This can be calculated as either including or 
excluding animals that arrived as Owner Euthanasia 
Request.  Most commonly calculated excluding these 
animals to monitor shelter performance over time. 



Let’s Look at Intakes 

• The shelter does take in deceased animals for disposal of 
remains in the field and over the counter – which creates 
workload but we won’t be analyzing these intakes right now. 

Focus on LIVE Intakes 

• We’ll focus on dogs and cats. 
• Most commonly impounded species at YCAS. 
• Most commonly reported by other shelters when analyzing 

performance. 

Focus on DOGS and CATS Today 

• Other species are taken in in smaller numbers. 
• Raw data is available for analysis. 
• Not a primary focus for this discussion at this time. 

Other Species are taken in – smaller numbers. 



Fiscal Year Analysis 

• Fiscal Year:  July 1st to June 30th 

Yolo County uses a Fiscal year. 

We will use Fiscal Years for most of our 
analyses of raw data in this presentation. 

Some of the analyses will be done by 
Calendar year at the end of this presentation. 



July August September October November December January February March April May June
2009 to 2010 133 132 159 193 137 172 158 172 175 151 127 151
2010 to 2011 164 169 160 146 136 122 165 147 163 153 157 163
2011 to 2012 186 149 170 159 144 142 188 139 131 140 155 165
2012 to 2013 184 133 143 146 177 155 181 117 127
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YCAS Live Dog Intake 
Fiscal Years 2009 to 2010 to March 2013 

(Non-Spay/Neuter) 



2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to April 19, 2013
STRAY 1322 1345 1427 1105
OWNER SUR 265 247 177 103
EUTH REQ 116 132 169 104
CONFISCATE 81 91 67 91
RABIES CON 62 50 46 36
TRANSFER 7 2 0 6
RETURN 8 7 3 9
MEDICAL 2 0 0 0
BORN IN CR 0 0 0 5
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YCAS Live Dog Intakes - By Intake Type – as % of Total Intakes 

Fiscal Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 
(Not including Spay/Neuter) 



2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to April 19, 2013
STRAY 1322 1345 1427 1105
OWNER SUR 265 247 177 103
EUTH REQ 116 132 169 104
CONFISCATE 81 91 67 91
RABIES CON 62 50 46 36
TRANSFER 7 2 0 6
RETURN 8 7 3 9
MEDICAL 2 0 0 0
BORN IN CR 0 0 0 5
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YCAS Live Dog Intakes - By Intake Type - Numbers 

Fiscal Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 
(Not including Spay/Neuter) 



BORN IN CR CONFISCATE EUTH REQ FOSTER RET MEDICAL OWNER SUR RABIES CON RETURN STRAY TRANSFER TOTALS
2009 to 2010 0 81 116 0 2 265 62 8 1322 7 1863
2010 to 2011 0 91 132 0 0 247 50 7 1345 2 1874
2011 to 2012 0 67 169 0 0 177 46 3 1427 0 1889
2012 to April 19, 2013 5 91 104 2 0 103 36 9 1105 6 1461
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YCAS Dog Live Intakes by Type 
Fiscal Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 

Year End 2013 is Estimated to be approximately 1798 based on intakes to date. 



July August September October November December January February March April May June
2009 to 2010 305 295 250 230 136 159 124 135 183 159 261 282
2010 to 2011 332 375 233 197 162 123 139 129 143 162 265 288
2011 to 2012 201 234 231 201 167 113 144 137 172 274 264 323
2012 to 2013 198 216 159 155 154 106 99 70 92
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YCAS Live Cat Intake 
Fiscal Years 2009 to 2010 to March 2013 

(Non-Spay/Neuter) 



2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to 2013 as of 4/19/13
STRAY 2068 2045 1870 1081
OWNER SUR 286 265 272 86
EUTH REQ 87 126 149 76
RABIES CON 34 37 34 14
CONFISCATE 19 17 37 6
TRANSFER 0 20 34 8
RETURN 3 6 3 8
MEDICAL 3 0 2 1
BORN IN CR 0 0 0 9
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YCAS Live Cat Intakes - By Intake Type - as % of Total Intakes 

Fiscal Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 
(Not including Spay/Neuter) 



2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to 2013 as of 4/19/13
STRAY 2068 2045 1870 1081
OWNER SUR 286 265 272 86
EUTH REQ 87 126 149 76
RABIES CON 34 37 34 14
CONFISCATE 19 17 37 6
TRANSFER 0 20 34 8
RETURN 3 6 3 8
MEDICAL 3 0 2 1
BORN IN CR 0 0 0 9
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YCAS Live Cat Intakes - By Type 

Fiscal Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 
(Not including Spay/Neuter) 



BORN IN CR CONFISCATE EUTH REQ MEDICAL OWNER SUR RABIES CON RETURN STRAY TRANSFER TOTALS
2009 to 2010 0 19 87 3 286 34 3 2068 0 2519
2010 to 2011 0 17 126 0 265 37 6 2045 20 2550
2011 to 2012 0 37 149 2 272 34 3 1870 34 2464
2012 to 2013 as of 4/19/13 9 6 76 1 86 14 8 1081 8 1411
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YCAS Cat Live Intakes by Type 
Fiscal Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 

Year End 2013 is Estimated to be approximately 1936 based on intakes to date. 



July August September October November December January February March April May June
2009 to 2010 52 26 31 29 12 18 33 20 35 44 43 64
2010 to 2011 34 30 17 32 16 8 19 4 25 25 34 36
2011 to 2012 28 30 20 21 17 9 9 16 37 20 39 36
2012 to 2013 19 36 26 29 17 11 10 211 13 18 0 0
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YCAS Live Other (Birds, Livestock, Wildlife) Intake 

Fiscal Years 2009 to 2010 to March 2013 



Intakes 

• Possible small decrease in intakes overall 
– est. 5%. Dogs 

• Possible more significant decrease in 
intakes overall – est. 20%. 

• Intakes will increase during kitten season. 
• Will need to analyze at end of fiscal year. 

Cats 



Changes in 
Cat Intakes 

Animal shelters in California are mandated to take in specific 
types of cats – sick, injured and orphaned in need of care. 

Will hopefully decrease healthy stray pickup in the field and intake over the counter even 
more in the future. 

Animal shelters are not mandated to take in healthy 
cats at all. 

Most other shelters do not provide pickup of healthy 
stray cats in the field. 

This has directly led to a decrease in pick up of healthy stray cats in the field. 
Current contracts with 2 jurisdictions exclude field pickup of healthy stray cats. 

Winters City of Woodland 

Some Explanations for Decrease in Cat Intakes 
Community Cats concepts are being introduced and implemented in our community. 
For more information on our Yolo Community Cats program visit www.ycctnr.com. 



Let’s Look at Outcomes 

There are MANY ways to analyze outcomes using raw data. 

For today’s analysis we will focus on the parameters we analyze most 
often in the industry. 

• Exclude owned animals coming to the shelter for spay/neuter. 
• Spay/Neuter programming is analyzed separately and fluctuates with availability of 

funding for these programs. 
• Goals in the future will include how to increase low-cost spay/neuter options within the 

community. 
• Today’s analysis will focus on shelter animal outcomes (non-owned animals). 
• In many cases will also remove from analysis owner euthanasia request animals (as this is 

another service offered to owned animals). 

We will put greatest focus on animals with a live release option who 
are at risk of euthanasia. 

These are the animals most directly affected by changes in 
programming. 



Owner Euthanasia 
Request Animals 

•These are owned animals presenting for the service of euthanasia. 
•The majority of the time (95%+) these are very sick or very old animals for whom euthanasia is considered the humane 
option. 
• In most cases owners are coming to the shelter because it is less expensive than local vet clinics. 

Owner euthanasia request animals 

•Prior to euthanasia these animals are assessed for a potential live release option – adoption or rescue. 
•The shelter does reserve the right to attempt to find a live release option for owner euthanasia request animals.  
However, for the majority of them, 95%+, euthanasia is determined to be most appropriate. 

Assessment of these animals 

•The distinction between Owner Euthanasia Request and Owner Surrender can be a hot button for some shelters. 
•Owner Surrender animals – must be held for 4 business days. 
•Owner Euthanasia Request animals – can be euthanized immediately. 

This can be a “Hot Button” 

• In some shelters, especially larger shelters, owners are encouraged to turn their animals in as a “Euthanasia Request” 
instead of “Owner Surrender” to reduce holding times. 

What can happen? 

•We have implemented an interview system where owners bringing their animal in are interviewed to determine their 
intent – are they turning the animal in for euthanasia or surrender, with the intent that YCAS will try to find it a home. 
•When in doubt we use the Owner Surrender intake type and hold in case the owner then suffers from regret about their 
decision. 
•This is a relatively new adjustment to our process and seems to have led to improved communications with the owners 
about what will happen to their animal at the shelter. 

What do we do? 



2005 to 2006 2006 to 2007 2007 to 2008 2008 to 2009 2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to 2013
Adoption 17% 17% 15% 17% 15% 17% 16% 20%
Rescue/Transfer 11% 14% 17% 18% 26% 26% 33% 33%
RTO 35% 33% 32% 38% 30% 29% 30% 35%
Euthanasia 24% 21% 24% 23% 27% 26% 20% 12%
Other Outcomes - Died/Missing 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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YCAS Dog Final Outcomes Yearly Comparison 
Fiscal Year 2005 to April 19, 2013 

(Not Including Owner Euthanasia Request) 



2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to 2013
Adoption 273 291 280 270
Rescue 379 412 509 424
Transfer 79 37 61 17
RTO 565 515 529 474
Euthanized 577 578 506 246
Died 4 2 0 5
Missing 0 1 1 0
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Dog Outcomes - Numbers By Type 

Fiscal Year 2009 to 2010 to April 19, 2013 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Dog Live Release 2009 to 2010 63% 71% 65% 79% 69% 80% 76% 71% 73% 75% 78% 76% 73%
Dog Live Release 2010 to 2011 69% 69% 70% 65% 73% 78% 76% 75% 67% 79% 80% 84% 74%
Dog Live Release 2011 to 2012 72% 82% 77% 73% 85% 76% 87% 83% 84% 75% 81% 81% 80%
Dog Live Release 2012 to 2013 85% 79% 80% 89% 91% 88% 89% 93% 93% 93% 0% 0% 88%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Li
ve

 R
el

ea
se

 R
at

es
 

YCAS Dog Live Release Rates  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 

(Not including Owner Euthanasia Request Dogs) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Dog Live Release 2009 to 2010 58% 66% 61% 73% 68% 75% 72% 70% 67% 71% 74% 71% 69%
Dog Live Release 2010 to 2011 64% 64% 67% 62% 69% 72% 71% 70% 61% 73% 77% 73% 69%
Dog Live Release 2011 to 2012 67% 76% 71% 67% 81% 69% 77% 78% 77% 71% 74% 74% 73%
Dog Live Release 2012 to 2013 79% 73% 73% 82% 83% 83% 86% 90% 90% 90% 0% 0% 83%
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YCAS Dog Live Release Rates  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 
(Including Owner Euthanasia Request Dogs) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Dog Live Outcomes 2009 to 2010 81 87 97 143 87 126 112 119 113 119 107 105 1296
Dog Live Outcomes 2010 to 2011 103 101 103 96 95 97 102 112 103 122 114 107 1255
Dog Live Outcomes 2011 to 2012 134 106 113 114 118 109 120 126 102 94 113 130 1379
Dog Live Outcomes 2012 to 2013 137 109 99 116 141 138 133 127 109 76 0 0 1185
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YCAS Dog Live Outcomes - Final Live Outcomes 

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 
(Not including Owner Euthanasia Request Dogs) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Dog Adoption 2009 to 2010 14% 13% 9% 14% 10% 24% 18% 12% 18% 20% 18% 14% 15%
Dog Adoption 2010 to 2011 11% 16% 15% 16% 23% 21% 15% 16% 17% 17% 20% 19% 17%
Dog Adoption 2011 to 2012 13% 16% 14% 17% 9% 18% 21% 22% 17% 15% 20% 13% 16%
Dog Adoption 2012 to 2013 24% 19% 14% 17% 21% 22% 13% 29% 23% 17% 0% 0% 20%
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YCAS Dog Adoption Rates  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Dog Adoption 2009 to 2010 18 16 14 26 13 37 26 20 28 31 24 20 273
Dog Adoption 2010 to 2011 16 24 22 24 30 26 20 24 26 26 29 24 291
Dog Adoption 2011 to 2012 25 20 20 26 13 26 29 33 20 19 28 21 280
Dog Adoption 2012 to 2013 38 26 17 22 33 34 19 40 27 14 0 0 270
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YCAS Dog Adoption Numbers 

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Dog RTO 2009 to 2010 21% 25% 33% 41% 35% 36% 29% 33% 30% 28% 31% 26% 30%
Dog RTO 2010 to 2011 28% 22% 32% 26% 30% 24% 31% 35% 27% 32% 30% 36% 29%
Dog RTO 2011 to 2012 33% 37% 36% 31% 37% 27% 25% 29% 27% 29% 24% 25% 30%
Dog RTO 2012 to 2013 33% 22% 33% 40% 41% 30% 40% 34% 33% 48% 0% 0% 35%
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YCAS Dog Return to Owner Rates  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Dog RTO 2009 to 2010 27 32 49 74 46 58 42 62 51 45 42 37 565
Dog RTO 2010 to 2011 44 34 48 39 40 33 43 53 41 50 44 46 515
Dog RTO 2011 to 2012 61 50 53 48 52 40 34 44 33 39 34 41 529
Dog RTO 2012 to 2013 53 30 41 53 64 47 60 46 41 39 0 0 474
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YCAS Dog Return to Owner Numbers  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Dog Rescue and Transfer 2009 to 2010 28% 32% 23% 24% 22% 20% 30% 22% 22% 27% 30% 35% 26%
Dog Rescue and Transfer 2010 to 2011 29% 29% 22% 22% 19% 31% 29% 23% 23% 30% 29% 29% 26%
Dog Rescue and Transfer 2011 to 2012 26% 28% 27% 25% 38% 30% 41% 32% 40% 29% 36% 42% 33%
Dog Rescue and Transfer 2012 to 2013 29% 38% 33% 31% 28% 36% 36% 30% 35% 28% 0% 0% 33%
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YCAS Dog Rescue and Transfer Rates  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Dog Rescue 2009 to 2010 28 27 28 40 24 25 38 28 32 40 29 40 379
Dog Rescue 2010 to 2011 40 41 29 33 23 35 30 27 36 43 39 36 412
Dog Rescue 2011 to 2012 43 35 38 39 40 35 52 40 39 33 50 65 509
Dog Rescue 2012 to 2013 44 45 40 41 44 52 54 41 40 23 0 0 424
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YCAS Dog Rescue Numbers  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Dog Transfer 2009 to 2010 8 12 6 3 4 6 6 9 2 3 12 8 79
Dog Transfer 2010 to 2011 3 2 4 0 2 3 9 8 0 3 2 1 37
Dog Transfer 2011 to 2012 5 1 2 1 13 8 5 9 10 3 1 3 61
Dog Transfer 2012 to 2013 2 8 1 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 17

0

20

40

60

80

100

Tr
an

sf
er

 N
um

be
rs

 
YCAS Dog Transfer Numbers  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Dog Euthanasia 2009 to 2010 37% 28% 35% 21% 30% 19% 24% 29% 27% 25% 22% 24% 27%
Dog Euthanasia 2010 to 2011 30% 31% 30% 33% 27% 22% 24% 25% 33% 21% 20% 16% 26%
Dog Euthanasia 2011 to 2012 28% 18% 22% 27% 15% 24% 13% 17% 16% 25% 19% 19% 20%
Dog Euthanasia 2012 to 2013 15% 21% 19% 10% 8% 11% 11% 7% 7% 7% 0% 0% 12%
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YCAS Dog Euthanasia Rates 
Fiscal Year 2009-2010 to 4/19/13  

(Not including Owner Euthanasia Request Dogs) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Dog Euthanasia 2009 to 2010 42% 33% 39% 26% 31% 25% 28% 30% 33% 29% 26% 29% 31%
Dog Euthanasia 2010 to 2011 36% 36% 33% 37% 31% 28% 29% 30% 39% 27% 23% 27% 31%
Dog Euthanasia 2011 to 2012 33% 24% 28% 33% 19% 31% 23% 22% 23% 29% 26% 26% 27%
Dog Euthanasia 2012 to 2013 21% 27% 26% 16% 16% 17% 14% 10% 10% 10% 0% 0% 17%
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YCAS Dog Euthanasia Rates 
Fiscal Year 2009-2010 to 4/19/13  

(Including Owner Euthanasia Request Dogs) 



2005 to 2006 2006 to 2007 2007 to 2008 2008 to 2009 2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to 2013
Adoption 15% 12% 12% 11% 11% 12% 11% 23%
Rescue/Transfer 9% 18% 12% 15% 16% 18% 29% 31%
Release/Relocate Rate - non-YCC Request 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14%
RTO 4% 3% 4% 3% 4% 3% 4% 5%
Euthanasia 53% 66% 54% 66% 68% 66% 54% 23%
Rate of Other Outcomes - Died/Missing 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1%
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YCAS Cat Outcomes Yearly Comparison 
Fiscal Year 2005 to April 19, 2013 



2009 to 2010 2010 to 2011 2011 to 2012 2012 to 2013
Adoption 261 272 240 288
Rescue 207 160 281 264
Transfer 133 215 357 139
RTO 84 80 91 57
YCC - Non-YCC Request = Shelter-Based 1 5 10 176
Euthanized 1806 1789 1368 411
Died 34 12 27 10
Missing 3 0 0 0
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Cat Outcomes - Numbers By Outcome Type 
Fiscal Year 2009 to 2010 to April 19, 2013 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Live Release 2009 to 2010 18% 20% 32% 18% 29% 43% 44% 24% 34% 52% 26% 23% 30%
Cat Live Release 2010 to 2011 22% 17% 31% 26% 46% 29% 46% 36% 46% 38% 34% 27% 33%
Cat Live Release 2011 to 2012 32% 37% 48% 41% 45% 55% 50% 43% 49% 47% 43% 45% 45%
Cat Live Release 2012 to 2013 50% 58% 75% 84% 80% 78% 81% 83% 91% 79% 0% 0% 76%
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YCAS Cat Live Release Rates  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 

(Not including Owner Euthanasia Request Cats) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Live Release 2009 to 2010 18% 20% 32% 18% 29% 42% 41% 22% 33% 49% 25% 22% 29%
Cat Live Release 2010 to 2011 22% 16% 30% 25% 44% 27% 44% 35% 39% 36% 32% 26% 31%
Cat Live Release 2011 to 2012 28% 35% 45% 39% 43% 50% 46% 40% 45% 43% 42% 43% 42%
Cat Live Release 2012 to 2013 47% 55% 70% 79% 73% 75% 78% 82% 85% 78% 0% 0% 72%
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YCAS Cat Live Release Rates  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 

(Including Owner Euthanasia Request Cats) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Cat Live Outcomes 2009 to 2010 48 66 77 41 51 66 58 30 61 68 55 65 686
Cat Live Outcomes 2010 to 2011 66 61 79 48 77 33 59 49 54 62 72 72 732
Cat Live Outcomes 2011 to 2012 61 75 102 75 75 63 61 57 72 112 97 129 979
Cat Live Outcomes 2012 to 2013 93 109 137 114 105 89 80 54 78 65 0 0 924
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YCAS Cat Live Outcomes - Final Live Outcomes 

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 
(Not including Owner Euthanasia Request Cats) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Adoption 2009 to 2010 8% 11% 11% 10% 16% 20% 16% 6% 8% 6% 8% 10% 11%
Cat Adoption 2010 to 2011 14% 8% 14% 10% 17% 14% 16% 13% 10% 4% 6% 11% 12%
Cat Adoption 2011 to 2012 15% 10% 11% 10% 14% 17% 20% 10% 6% 5% 6% 11% 11%
Cat Adoption 2012 to 2013 22% 14% 32% 28% 24% 20% 24% 31% 19% 12% 0% 0% 23%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Ad
op

tio
n 

Ra
te

s 
YCAS Cat Adoption Rates  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Cat Adoption 2009 to 2010 22 37 27 22 27 30 21 7 15 8 17 28 261
Cat Adoption 2010 to 2011 41 29 36 19 29 16 21 18 12 7 13 31 272
Cat Adoption 2011 to 2012 28 20 24 19 23 20 24 13 9 13 14 33 240
Cat Adoption 2012 to 2013 41 27 58 38 31 23 24 20 16 10 0 0 288
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YCAS Cat Adoption Numbers  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat RTO 2009 to 2010 3% 3% 4% 1% 2% 7% 5% 4% 6% 2% 3% 3% 4%
Cat RTO 2010 to 2011 1% 2% 3% 6% 5% 4% 5% 2% 4% 5% 1% 2% 3%
Cat RTO 2011 to 2012 5% 3% 1% 4% 2% 4% 6% 2% 8% 5% 6% 2% 4%
Cat RTO 2012 to 2013 3% 3% 3% 4% 6% 10% 9% 5% 2% 2% 0% 0% 5%
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YCAS Cat Return to Owner Rates  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Cat RTO 2009 to 2010 8 9 10 3 3 10 6 5 11 3 7 9 84
Cat RTO 2010 to 2011 6 7 9 14 9 4 7 3 5 8 3 5 80
Cat RTO 2011 to 2012 9 6 5 8 3 5 7 4 12 13 13 6 91
Cat RTO 2012 to 2013 6 5 5 6 8 11 9 3 2 2 0 0 57
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YCAS Cat Return to Owner Numbers  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Rescue and Transfer 2009 to 2010 7% 6% 17% 7% 12% 17% 23% 14% 20% 42% 15% 10% 16%
Cat Rescue and Transfer 2010 to 2011 6% 7% 13% 8% 22% 11% 24% 20% 31% 28% 27% 13% 18%
Cat Rescue and Transfer 2011 to 2012 13% 23% 34% 26% 30% 33% 25% 30% 34% 35% 29% 31% 29%
Cat Rescue and Transfer 2012 to 2013 24% 37% 31% 35% 37% 27% 33% 8% 36% 43% 0% 0% 31%
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YCAS Cat Rescue and Transfer Rates  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Cat Rescue 2009 to 2010 8 12 37 16 14 12 8 3 15 39 24 19 207
Cat Rescue 2010 to 2011 9 23 22 13 6 4 9 9 22 14 16 13 160
Cat Rescue 2011 to 2012 6 7 32 16 14 14 7 11 22 38 39 75 281
Cat Rescue 2012 to 2013 35 54 30 42 25 19 8 5 11 35 0 0 264
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YCAS Cat Rescue Numbers  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Period Total
Cat Transfer 2009 to 2010 10 8 3 0 7 14 23 15 20 17 7 9 133
Cat Transfer 2010 to 2011 10 2 11 2 32 9 22 19 14 32 40 22 215
Cat Transfer 2011 to 2012 18 41 41 32 35 24 23 29 27 46 28 13 357
Cat Transfer 2012 to 2013 10 15 27 6 24 12 25 0 20 0 0 0 139
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YCAS Cat Transfer Numbers  

Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Release 2009 to 2010 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Cat Release 2010 to 2011 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Cat Release 2011 to 2012 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Cat Release 2012 to 2013 1% 4% 9% 16% 13% 21% 14% 40% 34% 22% 0% 0% 14%
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YCAS Yolo Community Cat Release Rates  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Release 2009 to 2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Cat Release 2010 to 2011 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 5
Cat Release 2011 to 2012 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 2 10
Cat Release 2012 to 2013 1 8 17 22 17 24 14 26 29 18 0 0 176
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YCAS Yolo Community Cat Release Numbers  
Fiscal Years 2009-2010 through 4/19/13 

(Non-YCC Request/TNR Request - Shelter-Based Only) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Euthanasia 2009 to 2010 81% 78% 64% 81% 69% 57% 56% 74% 66% 47% 73% 75% 68%
Cat Euthanasia 2010 to 2011 77% 82% 69% 73% 54% 70% 54% 64% 54% 62% 65% 73% 66%
Cat Euthanasia 2011 to 2012 64% 62% 49% 58% 54% 44% 50% 55% 51% 52% 57% 54% 54%
Cat Euthanasia 2012 to 2013 50% 42% 24% 15% 19% 20% 18% 14% 9% 21% 0% 0% 23%
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YCAS Cat Euthanasia Rates 
Fiscal Year 2009 to 2010 to 4/19/13  

(Not including Owner Euthanasia Request Cats) 



July August September October November December January February March April May June Year's
Average

Cat Euthanasia 2009 to 2010 82% 78% 65% 81% 69% 58% 58% 75% 67% 49% 74% 76% 69%
Cat Euthanasia 2010 to 2011 77% 83% 70% 75% 55% 72% 56% 65% 61% 63% 67% 74% 68%
Cat Euthanasia 2011 to 2012 69% 64% 52% 60% 56% 49% 54% 58% 55% 55% 58% 56% 57%
Cat Euthanasia 2012 to 2013 53% 44% 29% 21% 26% 24% 21% 15% 15% 22% 0% 0% 27%
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YCAS Cat Euthanasia Rates 
Fiscal Year 2009 to 2010 to 4/19/13  

(Including Owner Euthanasia Request Cats) 



Euthanasia 
Risk Analysis 

A VERY important tool to help 
identify problematic areas. 

By identifying problem areas we 
can then work on finding solutions. 

This can lead to development of 
new programming and services to 
improve outcomes in the long-term. 



Euthanasia 
Risk Analysis 

Which animals are 
most at risk of 
euthanasia? 

What 
characteristics put 

them at risk? 

Can these animals 
be better served as 

a group or as 
individuals to help 

improve 
outcomes? 

Does assistance 
need to be 

provided to these 
animals while in 

the public domain 
or after they’ve 

entered the 
shelter? 

What programs, 
with what budget 
and what staffing 
levels need to be 

developed to 
address these 

problematic 
populations? 



2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ANIM AGGR 91 83 98 69 6
MED COND 81 73 68 48 10
FEARFUL 82 86 64 29 2
AGED 67 51 60 71 5
PEOPLE AGG 31 37 36 55 20
UNPREDICTA 30 37 44 45 1
POSSES AGR 30 31 13 6 1
AT VET 23 12 21 18 4
FOOD AGGR 8 18 26 20 3
HAS BITTEN 15 19 12 15 3
PARVO 26 8 10 8
HUMANE 13 20 12 5
TIMID 8 14 13 1
FEAR BITER 14 14 5 3
BARKER 12 15 5 2
SHLTR FULL 1 15 17
HYPER 8 12 12 1
UNTRUSTY 14 7 7
UNSOCIAL 6 8 7 1
ESCAPE ART 5 3 7 4
MNTLY UNSN 3 7 3 3
MANGE 10 2 3 1
KEN COUGH 2 8 6
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By Reason for Euthanasia 

Calendar Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 



2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
AGED 51 45 49 59 4
MED COND 32 36 36 26 4
ANIM AGGR 12 5 37 23 1
PEOPLE AGG 4 10 9 15 3
HUMANE 6 8 6 1
HAS BITTEN 3 2 8 3
UNPREDICTA 5 1 2 6
PARVO 3 1 3 2
AT VET 1 1 1
FEARFUL 1 1
MANGE 2
POSSES AGR 1
ESCAPE ART 1
FEAR BITER 1
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YCAS Dog Euthanasia Risk Analysis 
Owner Euthanasia Request ONLY 

By Reason for Euthanasia 
Calendar Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 



2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ANIM AGGR 79 78 61 46 5
FEARFUL 81 86 63 29 2
MED COND 49 37 32 22 6
UNPREDICTA 25 36 42 39 1
PEOPLE AGG 27 27 27 40 17
POSSES AGR 30 30 13 6 1
AT VET 22 12 21 17 3
FOOD AGGR 8 18 26 20 3
HAS BITTEN 15 16 10 7
AGED 16 6 11 12 1
PARVO 23 7 7 6
TIMID 8 14 13 1
FEAR BITER 14 14 4 3
BARKER 12 15 5 2
SHLTR FULL 1 15 17
HYPER 8 12 12 1
HUMANE 7 12 6 4
UNTRUSTY 14 7 7
UNSOCIAL 6 8 7 1
ESCAPE ART 5 3 7 3
MNTLY UNSN 3 7 3 3
KEN COUGH 2 8 6
MANGE 8 2 3 1
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YCAS Dog Euthanasia Risk Analysis 

NOT Including Owner Euthanasia Request 
By Reason for Euthanasia 

Calendar Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 



PIT BULL LABRADOR RETR CHIHUAHUA SH GERM
SHEPHERD TERRIER ROTTWEILER BORDER COLLIE CHOW CHOW BOXER QUEENSLAND

HEEL
2009 215 84 43 34 37 16 15 10 9 11
2010 265 51 50 48 27 7 12 11 3 12
2011 276 52 39 42 19 15 9 11 10 4
2012 194 42 26 29 20 5 6 7 8 3
2013 33 5 4 6 1 1 1
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YCAS Dog Euthanasia Risk Analysis 
Based on Dog Breed - Top 10 Dog Breeds Euthanized 

Calendar Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 



PIT BULL CHIHUAHUA SH LABRADOR RETR TERRIER GERM
SHEPHERD BORDER COLLIE POODLE MIN DACHSHUND ROTTWEILER BOXER

2009 357 202 269 121 131 67 39 32 34 34
2010 411 237 207 149 147 53 43 38 30 23
2011 421 290 219 204 112 67 71 35 32 25
2012 398 353 195 178 130 48 58 42 27 32
2013 113 98 41 41 32 8 24 21 7 12
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YCAS Euthanasia Risk Analysis 
Top 10 Dog Breeds Impounded 

Calendar Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 



CHOW CHOW PIT BULL ROTTWEILER GERM
SHEPHERD

QUEENSLAND
HEEL

LABRADOR
RETR BOXER BORDER COLLIE CHIHUAHUA SH TERRIER

% Euthanized 64% 58% 33% 29% 28% 25% 25% 18% 14% 6%
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YCAS Euthanasia Risk Analysis 

Calculating Relative Risk to Dogs of Each of the Top 10 Breeds Euthanized 
% of this Breed Euthanized 

Cumulative Fiscal Year 2009 to 2010 to April 19, 2013 



2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ANIM AGGR 57 63 61 52 5

FEARFUL 34 35 31 17 1

UNPREDICTA 10 23 30 26 1

PEOPLE AGG 8 15 21 26 15

MED COND 25 19 27 11 3

POSSES AGR 14 16 6 5 1

FOOD AGGR 2 4 17 17 2

PARVO 12 6 7 7

SHLTR FULL 1 13 16

HYPER 3 10 9 1

TIMID 4 9 8 1

HAS BITTEN 6 4 4 5 2

UNTRUSTY 9 3 7

AT VET 4 3 2 6 2

BARKER 3 9 2 2

KEN COUGH 2 6 5

MANGE 6 2 3 1

UNSOCIAL 6 5

MNTLY UNSN 3 3 2 3

HUMANE 6 4

ESCAPE ART 1 2 3 3

AGED 2 2 2 2

FEAR BITER 3 2 2 1
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YCAS Euthanasia Risk Analysis for Pitbulls 
By Reason for Euthanasia 

Calendar Year 2009 to April 19,2013 



2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
AGED 9 3 13 17 3

FEARFUL 11 9 9 2 1

ANIM AGGR 12 6 7 3

MED COND 8 8 8 3

PEOPLE AGG 6 4 3 5 1

UNPREDICTA 6 2 5

FOOD AGGR 2 4 2 1

HUMANE 5 3 1

PARVO 7 1

HAS BITTEN 4 1 3

POSSES AGR 1 3 1 1

AT VET 2 2 1

FEAR BITER 3 1

HYPER 1 1 2

UNTRUSTY 2 1

BARKER 2 1

MNTLY UNSN 1 1

UNSOCIAL 2

ESCAPE ART 1 1

SHLTR FULL 1 1

KEN COUGH 1
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By Reason for Euthanasia 
Calendar Year 2009 to April 19,2013 



• As a breed have lower adoption rates. 
• As a breed take longer to get adopted – longer average length of stay (LOS). 
• As a breed have higher incidence of human and animal directed aggression. 
• Very few rescue/transfer options for this breed in our area. 

Pitbulls were identified as the most at risk group of dogs by 
breed. 

• Increased marketing of adoptable pitbulls to increase adoption rates and 
decrease LOS. 

• Increased socialization and training programs specific to this breed. 
• Increased outreach to rescue and advocacy groups. 

Targeted programming to decrease risk of euthanasia – 
efforts to increase adoptions/rescues. 

• Publicity of “Found” pitbulls online. 
• Will be implementing local postings of “Found” animals to try to increase RTO. 
• Working with owners with financial constraints to allow reduced redemption 

fees if they approve low-cost spay/neuter prior to redemption. 

Other targeted programming to increase RTO rates. 

Euthanasia Risk Analysis 
Targeted Programming 



2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Pitbull Euthanasia Rate 60% 64% 66% 49% 29%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Pe
rc

en
t o

f P
itb

ul
ls

 E
ut

ha
ni

ze
d 

YCAS Pitbull Euthanasia Rate 
% of Pitbulls Arriving at the Shelter Alive that Were Euthanized 

Calendar Year 2009 to 4/19/13 



FERAL TOO
YOUNG FEARFUL MED

COND TIMID AGED URI AT VET ANIM
AGGR

UNPREDIC
TA HUMANE UNSOCIAL YCC

DECLIN
MNTLY
UNSN

PEOPLE
AGG

SHLTR
FULL FIV RINGWOR

M
2009 408 413 328 109 107 38 186 45 38 50 46 29 15 18 18 2 3

2010 571 495 210 121 105 51 41 26 34 36 33 33 17 6 16 9 7

2011 457 321 150 86 52 80 8 61 56 23 27 16 13 8 7 10

2012 277 169 150 92 6 83 1 63 20 22 17 20 50 4 15 10 20

2013 2 7 12 17 13 7 1 3
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YCAS Euthanasia Risk Analysis for Cats 
By Reason for Euthanasia 

Calendar Year 2009 to 4/19/13 



Cat Euthanasia 
Risk Analysis 

Performed this analysis in Spring 2012. 

• Worked with local non-profit for kitten fostering. 
• Started holding off-site adoption events for kittens. 
• Increased kitten live release rate significantly in 2012. 

Led to YCAS pilot Foster Kitten Program. 

• Provides a live release option for cats who are not 
adoption or rescue candidates. 

• Primarily used for feral/fearful cats. 

Led to implementation of Yolo Community 
Cats Program 



2009 2010 2011 2012

FERAL 408 571 457 277

TOO YOUNG 413 495 321 169

FEARFUL 328 210 150 150

MED COND 109 121 86 92

TIMID 107 105 52 6

AGED 38 51 80 83

URI 186 41 8 1

AT VET 45 26 61 63

ANIM AGGR 38 34 56 20

UNPREDICTA 50 36 23 22

HUMANE 46 33 27 17

UNSOCIAL 29 33 16 20

YCC DECLIN 50

MNTLY UNSN 15 17 13 4

PEOPLE AGG 18 6 8 15

SHLTR FULL 18 16 7

FIV 2 9 10 10

RINGWORM 3 7 20

HAS BITTEN 5 6 7 5

HEALTH DEP 3 9 7 2

FELV 4 4 4 2
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YCAS Cat Euthanasia Risk Analysis - Trend Line 
Calendar Year 2009 to April 19, 2013 



What Changes May be Affecting Outcomes? 
 

YCAS Timeline of Major and Recent Events/Changes: 
 

1970 and 1974: Current shelter building built. 
2003: Cat Annex building added for cat housing and adoptions. 

August 2003: Started using Chameleon Shelter Management Software. 
Early 2005:  Hired First Contract Shelter Veterinarian through UC Davis. 

July 2008: Night Deposit cages closed. 
Summer 2010:  UC Davis Koret Shelter Medicine Program consultation regarding shelter practices. 

October 2011:  Hired part-time volunteer coordinator. 
October 2011:  Hired Dr. Delany part-time as supervising shelter veterinarian/shelter manager. 
March 2012: Shelter Facebook page launched – used to publicize shelter animals and events. 

Summer 2012:  Began pilot program for Kitten Foster Care Program (with local non-profit CASF). 
July 2012: Off-site adoption events began for kittens 

Summer 2012:  Began Adoption Specials when shelter population warranted. 
Summer 2012:  More Open Adoptions Policy instituted. 

August 2012:  Dr. Delany became full-time at YCAS. 
Late August, 2012:  Yolo Community Cats Program began. 

Fall, 2012:  Began addressing RTO rates and how to improve for financially constrained owners. 
Fall, 2012: Significantly increased rescue, marketing, training efforts especially for pitbull type breeds 

Fall, 2012:  Began owner surrender interview process. 
Fall, 2012:  Began exploring intake by appointment system. 

March 2013: Began increasing RTO efforts via Facebook and volunteer postings 
Spring, 2013:  Starting a YCAS Based Kitten Foster Care Program 



What Does All 
of This Mean? 

Now we have a starting point – 
“Baseline”. 

We can see there have been some 
good changes in the past few years 
that have improved outcomes for 
animals at YCAS. 

Now What? 



Now What? 

We need to continue to improve outcomes. 

Explore ideal programming for 
shelter. Explore ideal staffing for shelter. Explore ideal organizational 

structure. 

We need to improve shelter transparency through regular public reporting of shelter data in 
a standardized format.  

How is the shelter doing? How is the community doing? 

We need to make sure the current successful changes are sustainable in whatever form 
animal services continues to operate. 

Are these programs funded? Are these programs staffed? Are these programs accepted and 
setup to be continued long-term? 



What’s Next with the 
UCD/LAFCO Consult 

• Standardizing shelter data collection. 
• Analysis of recent animal intakes and outcomes. 
• Reporting of these findings to stakeholders. 
• We know where we are starting from. 

The first portion of the study has been completed. 

• Current operations at YCAS are being analyzed. 
• Operations at a variety of comparable regional shelters are also being 

analyzed. 

Next step further analysis of current programming and 
staffing at YCAS. 

• Recommendations will focus on programming and staffing options. 
• Recommendations will include analysis of various organizational structures. 

Once data gathering and analysis is complete 
recommendations for future operations will be made. 

LAFCO and Stakeholders will then determine best options 
for future operations of Yolo County Animal Services. 



What are the goals? 

  
• Maintain or improve outcomes for animals in Yolo 

County. 

  

• Ensure that appropriate programs are offered to 
the community.  

• Ensure that appropriate staffing and budgeting 
occur to provide these programs. 

  
• Achieve this with fiscal responsibility. 
• Pursue cost-saving strategies IF they will not 

negatively affect animal and community outcomes. 



Questions about this presentation? 
Contact me:  Cynthia Delany, DVM 

DrDelany@yahoo.com 
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